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Please hold for release at noon on April 11, 1983.

Statement by Harold Brown on the Report of the Presidential Commission on

Strategic Forces

- - . -
-

The purpose of U.S. strategic nuc]ear forces is deterrence of

attack against the Un1ted States or our allles. The consequences of

nuclear war wou]d be so unprecedentedly catastrophlc that deterrence must L

be uncha]lengeab1e. To susta1n deterrence the United States needs to show
1ts c]ear commitment to do what-is necessary to ma1nta1n and modern1ze its

nuc]ear forces, and to demonstrate the po]it1ca1 w111 to bear the costs

whether pol1t1ca1 or economic.

Today, the United States confronts a s1tuat1on in wh1ch our
intercontinental ba111st1c missiles are vu1nerab1e to a Soviet ICBM attack
and are substantlally less capab]e than. the Soviet ICBM force in terms of
the comb1nat1on of accuracy and payload. The question is how to proceed
to reinforce deterrence given that deterrence depends on the Soviet leaders
being certain that they could not expect to gain from the use, or threatened
use, of their nuclear forces. They must be in no doubt at all that whatever
kind of nuclear attack they might launch, the U.S. response wop]d Teave
them worse off. To meet this objective, it is important for U.S. nuclear
forces to be able to threaten reta]iat1on against the assets that the Soviet
leaders appear to prize--their urban industrial society, their nuclear and -
conventional military forces, the hardened shelters that protect their

political and military control centers as well as their own lives.
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' warheads per ICBM--1dea11y to one per mlss11e.
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The modernization of the U.S. ICBM force 1s'cr1tica1 to this task 3r

‘'of maintaining deterrence. 1, therefore, support the recommendations on

1CBM modernization made by the Presidential Commission on Strategic Forces.
They propose the deployment of a 1imited number of MX in hardened

Mlnutenan s1los and the design and deve1opment of a new sma11er s1ng1e-'

warhead m1ss11e. Those proposals deserve bipartisan support even though

they are not 1dea1 and do not prov1de an 1mmed1ate solution to the probiem 1

....

The COmmlSSlon s recommendat1ons deserue support as well for
anuther 1mportant reason. A . S comm1tment to strateg1c nuc]ear force T'?'chi.vu
modern1zat1on is an’essent1al part of our negotiat1ng 1everage in START
In this regard I be11eve the Un1ted States shou]d aff1rm its support o
for the SALT II and ABM treatIes and proceeq to negot1ate ser1ous1y for

further reductlons in the overa]] Ievels of strateg1c nuclear forces..:In. ‘

particular, the Un1ted States shou1d seek reductlons in the number of ff R

ICBM Modernization ~

The reasons why we need to maintain ICBMs are the same as those
that led us in the past to deploy the Minuteman force and to improve its
capabilities--in payload, accuracy, and the hardening of its silos.
Having a Triad of strategic nuclear forces comp1icates Soviet nuclear
planning. They would have to find separate counters to each part of the
U.S. retaliatory force. 'They face conflicting requirements in timing

simultaneous attacks against U.S. bomber bases and ICBMs.
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The vulnerabilities and capabilities of U.S. strategic forces
need to be viewed for the force as a whole. With force diversity, the
United States faces less risk if the survivability of one part oflthe force
begins to erode. The existing force of bombers and cruise mlss11es, and
our submar1ne-1aunched ba]l1st1c missiles (SLBMs), now insure us aga1nst
the vu]nerab1]1t1es of our_ ICBMS. Ne need to shore up U.S. ICBM (and -

alrbreath1ng) forces to 1nsure aga1nst the poss1b111ty that in future e

_decades Sov1et ant1~submar1ne capab1l1t1es may beg1n to threaten SLBMs.-;,:lg{J;;:

A L

. ICBMs a]so have good commun1cat10ns, command and contro], and"l",_;"

retargett1ng capab1]1ty. Because of the1r accuracy, they ‘are the most dﬁ»';f;,

effectlve way of p]ac1ng at PlSk many of the targets wh1ch the Sov1et ,fj:gﬂ:_;

Can

leaders value most.

For these reasons, the Unxted States needs to ma1nta1n and
modernwze its ]and based ICBM force° The_follow1ng cr1ter1avneed to be

used in des1gn1ng such a force.

--It shou]d have a capablltty to threaten the full range of

" Soviet targets, including t1me -urgent hardened targets. " This capab111ty to

attack hard targets need not match that of the Soviet Un1on but it needs to

~ be greater than it 1s today.

--It should be as surv1vable as possible aga1nst a preemptwve

Soviet attack.,

-1t should be consistent w1th the goa]s of strategwc arms

control and reduct1on and, if poss1ble, 1t should improve the chances of

ach1ev1ng them.
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On balance, I conclude that the best available way of pursuing >
{

these objectives for the long run is through development of a small single-

warhead ICBM, to be deployed in hard silos and/or in hardened mobile Taunchers

on militany bases. As recommended by the Commission we should proceed now to

B engwneer1ng des1gn and plan for full- sca]e development w1th1n three years.

But this new system stlll has many uncerta1nt1es part1cu1ar]y 1n terms of
cost and of the fea51b1]1ty of harden1ng truck mebile m1551]es or super-v~

harden1ng f1xed she]ters._ For examp]e, un]ess the Un1ted States can };Jgiffi - ML;

_ negot1ate severe 11m1ts on the level of ICBM warheads the number of 51ngle

) warhead m1ss1les needed for a force of reasonab]e capab111ty and surv1v-' h

the mob1]e System is eas11y barraged into destruct1on or forced 1nto a e

ab111ty cou]d make the system costs, and the amount of land requ1red B T

Proh1b1tab1y great. Ne a]so do not know whether truck-mob11e mxssw1es w1]1

- be able to survlve a megaton blast two m]]es away. Lack1ng that hardness

peacetime deplqyment on h1ghways wh1ch would ra1se po]1t1ca1 d1ff1cu1t1es.'

Because of both these uncerta]nt1es and the need for the Un1ted ,:il-

States to respond at last to ‘the maJor Sov1et ICBM modern1zat1on program,‘
the United States a]so shouid dep]oy'a‘ﬂ1m1ted ‘number of MX- m13s1]es (iOO)*f~e~¢~« ;

in Minuteman silos, hardened to whatever degree is cost effect1ve.7

The Commission's recommendations will not eliminate immediately
the narrow but;significant'Vulnerability’of U.S. ICBMs to Soviet ICBM™ — ———
attack. But the MX ‘deployment would end the asymmetry of the Soviets now -
being ao]e to threaten all U.S. land-based ICBMs while the United States
has no corresponding ongoing deployment that might, by a future expansion,

ultimately threaten all Soviet ICBMs. The parallel single warhead ICBM
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pr%gram would offer a prospect of mutually reduced ICBM vulnerability if
the Soviets are brought through an MX deployment program to move away from
large fixed MIRVed ICBMs, either by negotiation or by their own concern

about the vulnerability of their ICBMs.

Ne1ther part of th1s program is a sat1sfactory answer by 1tse1f.

The single-warhead ICBM is too far from deployment and ra1ses many uncer-

~ tainties. Putting MX 1nto ex1st1ng 51105 does not solve the prob]em of 'j v

ICBvaolnerab1]1ty.. But the’ other ava11ab1e a]ternat1ves suffer from even -;nk';:iai?

R PER L T T -~ .-
Lo A

- more serious defects.;.~ T}A.; g ~-‘,1-”; St sl v;' ?j”f:"

- Lo e Lo hoees e D . .., .. -~
Lee - et N

ey Dep1oy1ng MX in: nu1¢1P7¢ PPOtECtlve she]ters:would be:techn1ca11yvuv Cﬁhth

.‘preferable. Dep1oyment in superhardened she]ters at some appropr1ate :ff'i’

spac1ng and with a more modest degree of decept1ve bas1ng wou]d probab]y be

-_workably effect1ve. But ne1ther is po11t1ca11y feas1b1e. ' .’f7\fiﬂ

" As ah alternative to putting MX in si]os, the United States could -

. now begin a deve]opment program to retrofit an improved guidance system o

into the M1nuteman III m1ss11es or to put a su1tab1y mod1f1ed vers1on of
'the D-5 (Tr1dent II)<m1ss11e-now under- deve1opmentw~ﬂnto~M1nuteman 51105.‘~a¢-«— o
Both would take several years longer to deploy than MX. Neither would

be as capable in terms of payload and eccuracy. AThough?the costs of

develooing, flight testing, and retrofitting improved guidance in Minuteman

11 would be somewhat less, Minuteman missiles are no longer in production.

Fhus, the Soviets would probably have little incentive to negotiate downward

their current capabilities in ICBMs so as to avoid U.S. actions that would

increase the vulnerability of the Soviet ICBM force. And to deploy an
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equal total payload of D-5 missiles would in fact cost more than to deploy

MX.

The most serious problem with these two alternatives is, however,
that—-as a practical matter--1f the Un1ted States does not dep]oy MX, it is

un]lke]y that it w111 dep]oy either a new gu1dance system for Minuteman 111

i W
— oy V-

or the D-5 in Mlnuteman s1los. Recall that we said in the early 19705 that '

-ve wou]d modern1ze w1th a new m1ss11e 1n the 1ate 19705. In the ‘mid- 19705 ' RS

pe—ry e~ -

.;¥I-ff?we sa1d that we: wou]d do so 1n the-early 19805 ~~and in the‘Tate 19705 tha 5 A;;be

L We wou]d in the m1d-1980$. we have fa11ed so far to do any of those ‘;ngf”'

'th1ngs even wh1]e the Sov1ets were dep]oang over 600 new ICBMs, each w1th-a* 'Li,

,a pay]oad equa] to-or- greater than that of MX ~and wath accuraCIes now - “;;; e —

match1ng those of the most accurate u.s. ICBMS.

To say that the Un1ted States w111 modern1ze in the early 19905 ;

with a small s1ng]e-warhead m15511e w111 Just not be be11evab1e.ﬂ The ‘
Sov1ets would be Just1f1ed in ca]cu]at1ng that any new U S. ICBM system
will be aborted by some comb1nat1on of env1ronmenta1 doctr1na1 f1sca]
-and political problems. Our a1]1es in Europe mlght ba1k at dep]oy1ng new -

| U.S. intermediate range missiles on their territory.
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Cdnc’lusion

I believe the Commission's recommendations provide a reasonable

(0l
414

-program, and on-balance the best.available one, for the modernization of .i-ia:z:ticn o

the U.S. ICBM force. -They deserve bipartisan support.

ok T ¥ c e e s A

T 7 =-The United States””eeds‘tb‘PFOWOte“dEterrence”bjﬁdemon-r:nq;fﬁrééaeuu
| strat1ng to the. Sov1et Union-and: our allies ‘that. we- w111 maintain_a. ﬁ;?5€%?f;; T
| - modernized strateglc nuc]ear force essent1a11y equ1va1ent-to that-Of;thegwo,Tfﬁt;?;E;,

" --We need to deploy a modern1zed ICBM force g1ven the maJOr-.;feg;ﬁ?“y_

modernization of. the, Sov1et 1CBM force.. Ne cannot afford m111tar11y or. ”;Q;L;—-4;; g

politically to abandon un11atera11y our ICBMS.

--We must also f1nd ways to make our ICBMs more surv1vab1e ;" ;,;»_L
. and therefore, should begin another path of. ICBM deve]opment fhe new :,- -
sma]] s1ng]e—warhead m1ss1]e wh11e cont1no1ng to work on further harden1ng :--
of s1los for poss1b1e use with any future ICBM dep]oyments. _ . B
| --we must firmly demonstrate our comm1tment to arms contro]
.as a critical comp]ement to strategic nuclear force modernization. Spec1-A"

f1ca11y, we should make a proposal in START for further 11m1ts on the modern

land-based MIRVed ICBMs of both sides.

1 make this recommendation while continuing to differ with this
Administration on some other parts of its strategic nuclear force program

(such as the B-1)--as well as on other issues of national security policy--
and with an appreciation that more politically astute decisions in the past

could well have produced a better solution.

Approved For Release 2008/02/01 : CIA-RDP85M00364R001101620008-6




' ¥:fnow needs to be. bu1]t by addltaon,wpot hy subtractlnn.--I~UF93 that th°5 S —=

| Approved For Release 2008/02/01 : CIA-RDP85M00364R001101620008-6 V

But there is plenty of respaonsibility to go round on that score,

t

reaching back into the early 1970s, We need noy to rebuild a political v

consensus in the U.S. about the purpose and nature of our strategi;_deterrept

forces. During the-past:four years, we haye gxperienced negative consensus= . .=

- on this matter. Opposition to SALT II and opposition to strategic force ~

modernization combined to prevent (w1th cons:derable help: from Sov1et ;:gfgi;74a=

act1ons) rat1f1cat1on of.. the former and to 1nh1b1t the latter.j-Consensus c. e

e___- .- -

) who support a 51ng1e warhead m1551]e as. the correct 1ong term d1rect1on for--:i;i L;

’ “land based ICBMs Jo1n those who support 2 ]1m1ted dep]oyment of MX m1ss11es f~=-~———

[
'
:.
'
wdia

“to settle upon_such a modern1zatiqn program, and gc st1ck w1th 1t. I a]so;7;={g.

’urge that those devoted to strategjc arms contrqi and reduct1on, and those

devoted to strateg1c force modern1zat1on, now jq{n thpse who support both. _;fai“
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